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OBJECTIVES

* Provide an overview of the development of the
managed competition program in the City

* Discuss the role of the Managed Competition
Independent Review Board’s (MCIRB) in the process
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DEVELOPMENT OF THE
MANAGED COMPETITION
PROGRAM IN THE CITY
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GUIDING DOCUMENTS

* Managed Competition ballot language
(Proposition C)

* Managed Competition Implementation
Ordinance

* Managed Competition Guide
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20006:

TIMELINE

February 2 — Mayor Sanders announces proposal for Managed Competition Charter amendment

February

16 — March 26 — City has 35 bargaining sessions with labor organizations over proposed

ballot language

March 27 — City holds impasse hearing on proposed ballot language; Council approves ballot language
for November 7 election

July 24 — City proposes an Implementation Ordinance for Managed Competition (details on program
implementation)
July 25 — December 1 — City meets with labor organizations on Implementation Ordinance

August 30 — Managed Competition Coalition provides counterproposal on Ordinance
September 14 — City provides proposal #2 on Ordinance
September 20 — Coalition provides counterproposal #2

October 27 — City provides proposal #8 on Ordinance
November 2 — Coalition provides counterproposal #6
November 21 — City provides Best & Final proposal

December 1 — Coalition provides Best & Final counterproposal; City declares impasse and schedules
impasse hearing for December 5

December 5 — Impasse hearing is held; Council unanimously adopts the Implementation Ordinance

November 7 — 60% of the voters approve Proposition C
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TIMELINE (CONT.)

2007:
February 12 — AFSCME Local 127 files unfair labor practice charge
July 2 — MEA files application for joinder

July 16 — August 29 — City meets with the labor organization (independently)
to answer questions regarding and to discuss the Managed Competition Guide

e September 7 — City issues the Managed Competition Guide
* October 29 — November 2 — PERB hearing is conducted

* November 30 — First functions to be evaluated using a pre-competition
assessment are announced

2008:
* May — City anticipates ruling on PERB charges

City of San Diego



WHAT IS THE ROLE OF THE
MANAGED COMPETITION
INDEPENDENT REVIEW BOARD?
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RESPONSIBILITY OF THE MCIRB

City Charter

Y117 (c)

“The City Manager shall establish the Managed Competition Independent Review
Board to advise the City Manager whether a City department’s proposal ot an
independent contractor’s proposal will provide the services to the City most
economically and efficiently while mamtammg serv1ce quality and protecting the
public interest.”

Managed Competition Ordinance
(O-19565 §22.3706 - §22.3713)

“A Managed Competition Independent Review Boatd is established pursuant to San
Diego Charter section 117(c) to advise whether the proposal of City employees ot
that of an independent contractor will provide the services to the City more
economically and efficiently while maintaining service quality and protecting the
public interest...”
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MOVING TO MANAGED COMPETITION

MEGO is defined, report
is written, study
recommendations are

BPR study

(Study

kicks off underway)

approved
by Mayor & Exec. Team
-BPR study is complete-

Meet & Confer
leted on

recommendations
(as appropriate)

Recommendations
approved by Council

BPR

d

Time lag from BPR

(within 6 months of
study completion)

Implement the BPR recommendations

Decision on whether
the BPR will move to
competition immediately or
after a year
(or more)

Move to competition

Recommendations

recom
implemented

—

Pre-competition
assessment
conducted

BPR synopsis is

held as procurement
sensitive

»| taken to Council for
information

unction determined to be
eligible and appropriate for
competition or not

Pre competition
report provided to
MCIRB and
Council

to

competition will be
at least 1 year
! Eligible & not yet
— appropriate / —
Not eligible & appropriate

Meet & Confer on
BPR
recommendations
conducted
(as appropriate)

e N

Firewall established;
SOW Team
established

—Eligible & appropriat

Service specifications
are developed
(documenting services
as delineated through
BPR)




ROLE OF THE MCIRB

L—Eligible & appropriati

Service specifications
are developed
(documenting services
as delineated through
BPR)

‘Within 30 days

|  of submittal to
Council President

for docketing*

Council (and the
public) review and
comment on service
specifications

Meet & Confer on
Eligible & not yet BPR Recommendations BPR
— appropriate / —» recommendations approved by recommendations Employee
Not eligible & appropriate conducted Council implemented ADEPT Team > |
(as appropriate) established developed
Hold at least 1 year
(If not eligible/appropriate, revisit in 5 years) A
RFP (with SOW)
. . Firewall established; SOW developed; released to Proposals
tion det d to b ’ ’
eli;lillfleloann dea:)l]‘:::;eriat: for SOW Team »  Potential vendors potential bidders | » received from
W established identified (including City bidders
competition or not
forces)
- .

Comments included in
RFP amendments,

if appropriate
|
< A
*If Council is on recess, within SOW forwarded to
Pre competition 30 days of reconvening MCIRB for review
report provided to and comment
M(C:.I)I:fc?]nd (Brown Act

compliant review)




ROLE OF THE MCIRB (CONT.)

Proposals
received from
bidders
Mayor accepts Technical Evaluation
or rejects (in total) the RICIRE re.c?mmends Group & Cost Evaluation
4 award decision to the —
recommendation of the MCIRB M. aen Board established by the
R ayor (if independent, cost
(If recommendation is to MCIRB
proposal must be at least
award to employee team, MCIRB 10% lower)
no action is required) -
v
Technical ;I‘ecl;nmctl score
MCIRB’s 1 score |« P 'by the
Technical sent to Purchasing fLechpical
Evaluation Group Evaluation Group
‘ A
Technical evaluation Technical
Purchasing & score and cost proposals sent to
Contracting proposals to Cost Technical
Evaluation Board Evaluation Group
4
Cost I';:V“";aﬁ““ Up to three (3) proposals
oar P8 a
Analysis results sent ':vc:::':ﬁg“z'i:s::;ll:;:]
LIMCIRE proposal evaluated using

COMPARE or similar software




